"The general understanding was that I should write on Home
and Foreign affairs on two days in the week, carrying on as far
as possible the traditions of the Westminster Gazette. I was to
choose my own subjects and have days assigned to me on which
the reader might expect my articles. Within reason I was to
have liberty to differ from the editorial line, and the editor to
express his dissent from my views.

The agreement was fairly carried out for the first four years,
but in the last two years it has been gradually disregarded, and
now counts for little or nothing. If I suggest a subject touching
any immediate question of politics I am generally told that it
is being covered in other ways; I have no days assigned to me,
and even when I have written an article by agreement it is liable
to be displaced to make room for another article ordered for
the same place on the same day. My article then goes into the
waste-paper basket without any of the explanation or reference
to me provided for in clause 3 of the agreement".

Nothing would be gained by pursuing in detail the lengthy dis-
cussions carried on over a period of months between Sir Walter
Layton for the News Chronicle, Spender himself and Mr. Clive
Pearson and Lady Denman (son and daughter of the first Lord
Cowdray) representing the Westminster Gazette interest.  The situ-
ation that had arisen could no doubt be explained in part.   For
Spender it could be contended that when the Daily News made
its arrangement with him in 1928 it did so with its eyes open.
He had been writing for all the world to read for over forty years;
if any journalist's political and general outlook was universally
understood it was his.   His distrust of Mr. Lloyd George as a
politician (for this was one of the issues that arose) had never been
concealed.   And it was precisely the Liberal Spender of the old
Westminster who was being engaged to advise the Daily News on
political matters, and to write two, and sometimes three, political
articles a week; there was never any doubt or question about that.
Nor could it be suggested for a moment that the quality of his
writing was depreciating with age; his articles in the Sunday Times,
eight years later than when the difficulties now under discussion
began, are on record to dispel that suggestion decisively.

But the News Chronicle, as it had now become, of 1934 was not
identical with the Daily News of 1928. There had been personal
changes in positions of importance in the office and they had
brought with them a perceptible taovement to the Left. So at
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